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The  Department  of  Defense  (dod)  plans  to  ^end  billions  of  dollars  during 
the  next  few  years  to  ensiue  its  facilities  comply  with  enviroiunental  laws 
and  regulatiorts.  The  Conference  Report  for  dod’s  fiscal  year  1993  militacy 
construction  s^propriation  e:q)ressed  concern  that  the  Air  Force’s  fiscal 
year  1993  budget  request  for  environmental  projects  in  the  military 
construction  appropriation  was  about  twice  as  large  as  the  other  services 
combined.  As  you  requested,  we  reviewed 


•  the  future  funding  requirements  for  dod  enviroiunental  compliance  and 

•  the  differences  in  how  the  services  identil^,  classify,  and  fund 
environmental  compliance  projects. 


The  services  program  enviroiunental  compliance  construction  projects  by 
identifying  operations,  equipment,  and  facilities  that  are  or  will  be  out  of 
compliance;  verifying  that  requirements  are  for  environmental  compliance; 
prioritizing  requirements;  and  budgeting  flmds.  dod  installations  are 
re^onsible  for  identifying,  classifying,  and  prioritizing  projects  and 
submitting  budget  requests  to  higher  commands  for  verification  and 
approval  The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  directed  the  services  to  make 
environmental  compliance  and  protection  a  priority  at  all  levels.  Hmefy 
identification  of  construction  projects  can  minimize  costly  clean  up  of 
hazardous  waste  and  the  potential  daitger  to  public  health.  Maintaining 
compliance  with  environmental  regulations  can  minimize  fines  and 
penalties  that  are  becoming  more  severe. 

The  services  fund  environmental  projects,  including  miUtaiy  construction, 
from  various  sqipropriations  depending  on  the  type  and  cost  of  a  project 
The  military  construction  £q>propriation  usually  funds  projects  over 
$300,000.  liie  process  for  identifying  construction  needs  and  obtaining 
military  construction  funds  through  project  completion  is  lengthy, 
requiring  firom  5  to  6  years.  These  projects  undergo  individual  review  and 
approval  by  dod  and  the  Ckingress.  The  process  for  programming 
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environmental  construction  using  the  military  construction  ^propriation 
is  similar  to  that  of  other  construction  except  that  special  justification  is 
required  to  ensure  that  environmental  projects  address  a  current  or  known 
future  violation  of  enviroiunental  regulations.  The  process  for  obtaining 
funds  for  projects  from  other  ^propiiations,  such  as  operations  and 
maintenance,  is  often  much  quicker,  possibly  within  a  year  of  identifying 
the  funding  need,  because  these  projects  can  be  approved  by  the  services 
or  lower  level  commands  and  installations. 


Results  in  Brief 


DOD’s  Future 
Environmental 
Requirements  Are 
Likely  to  Increase 


Future  regulatory  requirements  are  uncertain  but  are  likely  to  become 
more  stringent  as  new  laws  are  passed  and  regulations  are  implemented. 
dod’s  costs  to  comply  with  fiitiu'e  requirements  are  likely  to  increase. 

While  DOD  estimates  compliance  costs  will  decline  from  about  $2.5  billion 
in  fiscal  year  1993  to  about  $2  billion  in  fiscal  year  1999,  we  believe  costs 
are  likely  to  increase  because  new  requirements  are  difficult  to  predict  and 
DOD  has  generally  underestimated  costs  to  comply. 

The  services’  processes  for  identifying,  classifying,  and  funding 
envirom.'iental  projects  vary.  Regarding  funding,  the  services  finance 
similar  environmental  projects  from  different  £q)propriations.  For 
example,  the  Air  Force  funds  most  of  its  environmental  projects  from  the 
military  construction  sq>propriation,  while  the  Army  uses  the  operations 
and  maintenance  impropriation.  The  Navy  uses  the  Defense  Business 
Operations  Fund  and  cannot  identify  the  impi^opriations  soiurce.  More 
consistent  processes  would  help  ensure  that  environmental  compliance 
costs  and  needs  are  properly  identified  and  prioritized  so  that  dod  and  the 
Congress  have  appropriate  oversight  for  making  trade-offs  in  funding 
decisions  and  would  help  prevent  funding  inequities. 

The  services  are  taking  actions  to  improve  their  identification  of 
compliance  needs.  However,  dod  needs  more  comprehensive  guidance  for 
determining  when  projects  should  be  classified  as  enviroiunental 
compliance,  which  project  costs  should  be  reported  as  compliance,  and 
how  the  projects  should  be  funded. 


Current  federal,  state,  and  local  regulatory  requirements  for  air,  water,  and 
other  elements  of  our  environment  are  becoming  more  stringent  and  new 
requirements  are  expected.  Laws  such  as  the  1990  Amendments  to  the 
Clean  Air  Act,  the  Clean  Water  Act,  the  Marine  Plastic  Pollution  Research 
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and  Control  Act  of  1987,  and  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  present 
significant  future  environmental  requirements  and  costs. 

For  example,  to  meet  Oklahoma’s  more  stringent  waste  water  standards. 
Tinker  Air  Force  Base  will  require  either  upgrades  to  treatment  plants  or 
projects  to  tie  into  municipal  treatment  plants.  According  to  a  study,  ^ 
implementation  of  the  1990  Amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  will  increase 
the  number  of  regulated  pollutants  firom  8  to  189  by  1995  when  the 
implementing  regulations  are  to  be  issued.  Such  new  regulations  are  likely 
to  have  a  significant  cost  impacc  on  dod’s  industrial-type  bases.  For 
example,  while  future  cost  estimates  are  continually  changing  and  cannot 
be  certain,  as  of  May  20, 1993,  the  Air  Force  Materiel  Command  ejected 
future  costs  of  projects  related  to  meeting  requirements  of  the 
amendments  to  total  almost  $78  million,  or  about  36  percent  of  its  total 
military  construction  budget,  firom  fiscal  years  1994  through  1999.  The 
Army  is  currently  developing  cost  estimates  for  compl3dng  with  the 
ameiKlments  and  ejqjects  similar  cost  impacts  on  its  industrial  operations. 

In  commenting  on  our  draft  report,  dod  provided  more  current  information 
that  showed  the  Air  Force  Materiel  Command  included  only  $5  million  in 
fimding  for  the  Clean  Air  Act  amendments.  A  Command  official  told  us 
that  the  Air  Force  had  removed  most  of  the  Command’s  requirements  for 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1999  and  had  directed  the  Command  to  resubmit 
these  requirements  wiffi  better  justificatioi\s  in  the  next  budget  cyde.  dod 
stated  that  while  costs  related  to  the  amendments  are  e^qjected  to  grow, 
estimated  future  costs  are  very  preliminary. 

A  large  portion  of  the  future  costs  will  likely  relate  to  unmet  current 
environmental  requirements.  For  example,  the  Navy  has  long  had  difficulty 
dealing  with  shipboard  wastes  and  has  yet  to  meet  the  requirements  oi'  the 
1987  Marine  Act  Under  the  act,  the  Navy  must  control  waste  disposal  fix>m 
its  ships,  including  a  total  ban  on  the  discharge  of  plastics  anywhere  at  sea 
by  December  31, 1993,  but  the  Navy  expects  the  Congress  will  extend  the 
compliance  deadline  to  December  31, 1998,  and  currently  estimates  that 
compliance  will  cost  neatly  $900  million.  Total  compliance  costs  could  be 
much  higher  because  this  estimate  includes  only  shipboard  equipment  and 
excludes  the  military  construction  and  other  costs  associated  with 
onshore  waste  receiving  and  di^osal  facilities. 


'Weil,  Gotshal,  and  Manges,  *Gean  Air  Act  Update,”  prepared  for  the  Institute  of  Applied  Management 
and  Law  conference  (Washington,  D.C.:  June  12, 1991,  p.  6). 
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Environmental 
Compliance  Costs  Are 
Increasing 


dod’s  costs  to  comply  with  environmental  requirements  have  increased 
dramatically  over  the  past  6  years  and,  if  growing  requirements  are  met, 
will  likely  continue  to  increase,  dod’s  pending  for  environmental 
compliance  increased  (see  fig.  1)  from  $500  million  in  fiscal  year  1987  to 
almost  $2  billion  in  fiscal  year  1992.  DOD  was  appropriated  $2.5  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1993  and  has  requested  $2.48  billion  for  environmental 
compliance  projects  and  activities  for  fiscal  year  1994.  About  $382  million 
was  designated  for  environmental  compliance  military  construction  in 
fiscal  year  1993  and  about  $275  million  for  fiscal  year  1994.  TTie  services 
did  not  consistently  track  construction  spending  for  environmental 
compliance  before  fiscal  year  1993. 


dod’s  costs  to  comply  with  future  environmental  requirements  may  be 
even  higher  than  current  estimates.  According  to  dod’s  July  1993  Report 
on  Environmental  Compliance,  dod  estimates  the  cost  of  environmental 
compliance  to  be  $13.5  billion,  including  $1.1  billion  for  military 
construction  projects  for  the  6-year  period  through  fiscal  year  1999  (see 
fig.  1). 


Rgura  1:  Growth  in  OOO’s  Spending  for  Environmentai  Compliance 
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However,  actual  future  costs  are  likely  to  be  higher  as  future  requirements 
are  defined.  While  dod  e3q[>ects  that  future  reductions  in  force  structure 
and  its  pollution  prevention  efforts  wiU  help  to  offset  future  compliance 
costs,  DOD  also  recognizes  that  the  costs  of  meeting  current  unmet 
requirements  and  new  and  more  stringent  requirements  could  exceed 
current  estimates.  For  example,  according  to  its  own  study,  the  Army 
estimates  potential  e3q>enditures  of  over  $700  miUion,  including  over 
$300  million  for  military  construction,  fi-om  fiscal  years  1994  throu^  1999 
to  comply  with  the  1990  Amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  These 
estimates  do  not  include  costs  to  comply  with  strato^heiic  ozone  and 
global  climate  protection  because  these  costs  are  not  yet  predictable. 

dod’s  actual  future  costs  could  also  be  higher  than  its  current  estimates 
because  its  recent  budget  estimates  for  environmental  compliance  have 
been  much  lower  than  actual  eiq)enditures.  For  example,  the  Air  Force 
budgeted  $100  million  for  compliance  under  the  operations  and 
maintenance  £q)propriation  in  fiscal  year  1991  but  actually  ^ent 
$260  million,  l^e  Air  Force  also  ^ent  $250  miUion  for  compliance  in  fiscal 
year  1992,  $60  million  more  than  it  had  budgeted.  According  to  dod,  its 
current  estimate  for  total  environmental  compliance  pending  for  fiscal 
year  1993  is  over  $500  million  hi^er  than  predicted  in  fiscal  year  1992. 


Services  Program 
Environmental 
Compliance 
Construction  Projects 
Differently 


The  services’  processes  for  identifying,  classifying,  and  funding 
environmental  projects  vary.  More  consistent  processes  would  help  ensure 
that  environmental  compliance  needs  are  identified  and  that  projects  are 
prc^erly  classified  and  prioritized.  Proper  classification  and  prioritization 
are  essential  for  dod  and  the  Congress  in  making  trade-offs  in  funding 
decisions.  The  services  are  taking  actions  that  should  improve  their 
identification  of  compliance  needs.  However,  dod  does  not  have 
comprehensive  guidance  for  classifying  and  funding  environmental 
compliance  projects.  As  a  result,  funding  inequities  can  occur  and  dod  and 
congressional  virility  of  these  projects  is  reduced. 


Project  Identification 
Varied,  but  Services  Are 
Taking  Actions  to  Improve 


The  services  use  different  £q)proaches  for  identifying  militaiy  construction 
projects  for  environmental  compliance.  However,  the  services  are 
developing  approaches  that  provide  greater  assurance  that  compliance 
needs  are  identified  and  addressed.  For  example,  the  Air  Force  has 
established  three  Regional  Ck>mpliance  Offices  to  work  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (epa)  and  state  regulatory  agencies  to 
identify  construction  and  other  projects  needed  for  environmental 
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compliance.  In  epa  Region  officials  told  us  that  the  Air  Force,  through 
its  Western  Re^onal  Compliance  Office,  regularly  contacts  them  to  stsQr 
abreast  of  and  provide  input  to  regulatory  changes  and  to  follow  up  on 
actions  taken  by  Air  Force  installations  to  address  areas  of  noncompliance 
with  regulators. 

The  Air  Force  has  developed  several  servicewide,  top-down  initiatives  for 
environmental  compliance  that  it  attributes  largely  to  its  regional 
compliance  network.  For  example.  Air  Force  headquarters  directed  its 
major  commands  to  develop  projects  for  their  fiscal  year  1993  budget 
submittals  based  on  detailed  guidance  covering  waste  water  treatment; 
hydrant  fueling  systems;  emissions  from  paint  facilities;  environmentally 
deficient  fire  training  facilities;  and  removal,  replacement,  and  upgrade  of 
underground  storage  tanks  that  do  not  meet  environmental  standards. 
Such  projects  totaled  over  90  percent  of  the  active  Air  Force 
environmental  construction  program. 

The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  is  developing  the  regional  office 
aqpproach  vmder  Defense  Management  Review  Decision  920,®  which  it 
believes  will  improve  interservice  coordination  in  working  with  regulators 
to  develop  and  implement  consistent  environmental  programs  for 
addressing  areas  of  noncompliance.  While  we  believe  the  regional  office 
concept  has  merit,  we  did  not  assess  Decision  920  because  OOD  was  still 
developing  the  proposal  at  the  time  of  our  review. 

E^ffective  environmental  compliance  assessment  programs,  which  include 
systematic  and  documented  evaluations  of  environmental  operations  and 
practices,  can  help  installations  identify  compliance  problems.  According 
to  a  DOD  Inspector  General’s  report,^  the  services  have  not  implemented 
these  programs  consistently  or  effectively.  As  a  result,  tire  services  lack 
assurance  that  they  have  identified  the  true  scope  of  their  environmental 
compliance  problems.  However,  the  report  showed  that  the  Air  Force’s 
Environmental  Compliance  Assessment  and  Management  Program 
included  more  complete  guidance  for  assessments  than  the  other  services’ 
programs.  'Die  services  agreed  to  take  actions  recommended  by  the 
Ittqpector  General  to  improve  their  assessment  programs. 

%PA’s  Region  IX  covers  Arizona,  California,  Hawaii,  Nevada,  American  Samoa,  Guam,  and  the  Trust 
TmitTHies  of  the  Pacific 

^Defense  Management  Review  Decisions  are  initiatives  taken  in  response  to  the  1986  Packard 
Commission’s  recommendatiofis  to  improve  the  management  and  organization  of  DOD. 

^Environmental  Compliance  Assessment  Programs,  Report  Number  92-011,  Nov.  8, 1991.  DOD  Office 
of  the  Inspector  General 
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Services’  Variations  in 
Project  Classification 
Could  Lead  to  Funding 
Inequities 


The  services  have  inconsistently  classified  projects  as  either 
environmental  or  mission-related.  Because  environmental  projects  receive 
high  priority  and  are  generally  fimded,  projects  impix^erly  classified  as 
environmental  could  be  ^proved  when  they  would  not  have  been 
approved  if  classified  to  meet  a  routine  mission  need.  Conversely,  when 
high-priority  enviroiunental  projects  are  requested  under  lower  priority 
mission  funding,  they  may  not  be  funded. 

Service  differences  in  classifying  hazardous  waste  and  hazardous  material 
projects  illustrate  inconsistencies  in  project  classification.  While  DOO 
guidance  includes  cortstruction  of  storage  facilities  for  both  hazardous 
material  and  hazardous  waste  as  environmental  when  they  are  required  by 
environmental  law,  Air  Force  and  Army  guidance  does  not  treat  hazardous 
material  storage  facilities  as  environmentaL  The  Air  Force  believes  that 
DOD  improperly  includes  hazardous  material  projects  as  environmental 
because  these  projects  are  not  subject  to  environmental  laws.  The  Army 
excludes  hazardous  material  storage  projects  as  environmental  because 
these  projects  are  typically  managed  by  ^e  Army’s  logistics  management 
system  rather  than  by  Army  engineers  who  manage  most  environmental 
functions.  The  Army  was  not  aware  that  its  policy  conflicted  with  dod 
guidance  and  told  us  it  would  reexamine  the  policy.  The  Navy,  which  has 
no  specific  guidance  addressing  how  to  classify  these  ^edfic  projects, 
has  been  classifying  both  hazardous  material  and  hazardous  waste 
projects  as  environmental  compliance. 

Inconsistencies  such  as  these  can  occur,  in  part,  because  dod  has  not 
issued  comprehensive  guidance  on  how  and  when  to  classify  a  project  as 
an  environmental  compliance  requirement  and,  as  a  result,  service 
guidance  varies  and  is  incomplete  or  imclear.  dod’s  guidance  states  that  all 
activities  required  by  environmental  law  should  be  reported  as 
environmental.  The  guidance  provides  a  limited  number  of  examples  and 
does  not  address  key  issues  such  as  how  projects  having  both 
mission-related  and  environmental  components  should  be  classified. 

The  Army  and  the  Navy  identify  projects  that  are  to  meet  environmental 
compliance  requirements  or  have  significant  compliance  portions. 
However,  they  do  not  define  what  is  significant  or  report  the  portion  of 
costs  related  to  compliance.  The  Air  Force  identifies  environmental 
compliance  projects  as  those  with  related  costs  that  are  at  least  50  percent 
of  total  project  costs.  All  costs  of  projects  meeting  this  criterion  are 
budgeted  as  environmental  compliance.  For  example,  the  Air  Force 
classified  a  fiscal  year  1995  $8.4  million  project  to  upgrade  an  industrial 
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corrosion  control  facility,  which  houses  the  operations  for  paint  striping 
and  painting  aircraft,  at  the  Oklahoma  City  Air  Logistics  Center  as 
environmental  compliance  because  a  portion  of  the  project  would  bring 
the  facility  into  compliance  with  air  pollution  standards.  Project  files 
stated  that  60  percent  of  project  costs  were  enviroiunental,  but  the  files 
contained  no  detailed  supporting  documentation.  Hie  Air  Force  included 
the  total  cost  of  this  project  in  its  military  construction  budget  request  for 
environmental  compliance. 

In  commenting  on  our  report,  dod  stated  that  project  files  document  to 
what  extent  projects  are  driven  by  environmental  Liw.  doo  stated  that  its 
guidance  for  classifying  these  facilities  cleariy  states  that  only  those 
facilities  driven  by  environmental  law  should  be  classifed  as 
environmental  and,  therefore,  not  all  such  facility  construction  is 
environmentaL 


The  amount  of  environmental  ending  from  individual  tgipropriations 
varies  widely  among  the  servicea  Unlike  the  military  construction 
appropriation,  many  ^propriations  do  not  provide  detailed  project 
information;  therefore,  DOD  and  the  Congress  have  limited  visibility  over 
much  of  the  services’  environmental  spending.  Furthermore,  funding 
variations  impede  dod’s  ability  to  measure  environmental  investment  costs 
and  progress  in  addressing  environmental  concerns. 

The  services’  total  budget  requests  for  environmental  compliance  projects 
were  similar,  but  the  amounts  the  services  requested  for  these  projects 
firom  individual  appropriations  varied  widely.  Table  1  shows  the  services' 
total  budgets  (excluding  the  guard  and  reserve)  for  environmental 
compliance. 


1  nlUm  la  II HI  wvl  U llaBv  1  AMJil  ilVdn 

Year  1993  Environmental  Compliance 

Dollars  in  millions 

Budgets 

Service 

Budget 

Air  Force 

$602.4 

Army 

631.7 

Navy/Marines 

738.7 

The  Air  Force  funds  more  of  its  envirorunental  compliance  projects 
throu^  the  military  construction  appropriation  than  the  other  services. 


Service  Differences  in 
Funding  Limit  DOD  and 
Congressional  \^ibility  of 
Construction  Projects 
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Tabto  2:  The  SwvicM’ Total  Ftocal 
Year  1993  Budgata  for  Environmental 
Complianee  Military  Conatruetion 


The  Air  Force's  fiscal  year  1993  environmental  compliance  budget  for 
military  construction  was  neariy  twice  the  other  services  combined  (see 
table  2).  The  Air  Force  gave  particular  emphasis  to  environmental  military 
construction  after  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  reduced  the 
services’  fiscal  year  1993  budget  submittals  while  giving  priority  to  certain 
projects,  inclu<^g  environmental.  Although  all  the  services  increased 
their  environmental  military  construction  after  the  Secretary’s  revised 
guidance,  the  Air  Force’s  budget  request  for  these  projects  increased  from 
$11.6  million  to  a  final  budget  of  $245. 1  million,  induding  $13. 1  million  for 
three  projects  that  it  reclassified  as  environmental  (see  fig.  2).  The  Army 
reported  most  of  its  q>ending  for  environmental  compliance  in  the 
operations  and  maintenance  account,  while  the  Navy  reported  most  of  its 
environmental  compliance  funding  coming  from  the  Defense  Business 
Operations  Fund  (see  fig.  3).^  The  Navy  could  not  identify  the  source  of 
sq)propriated  funding  for  environmental  spending  used  to  reimburse  the 
Fund  in  fiscal  year  1993. 


Dollars  in  millions 

Service 

Budget 

Air  Force 

$245.1 

Army 

59.1 

Navy/Marines 

78.2 

^In  October  1991,  DOD  established  the  Fund,  which  consolidates  existing  industrial  and  stock  funds. 
The  Fund  is  not  an  annually  appropriated  account,  but  is  a  revolvmg  fund  reimbursed  by  military 
customers  for  various  goods  and  services  received  Aom  military  suppliers. 
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Flgura  3:  Th*  Sfvte— *  ToM 
EnvirofMiiMital  CompNanc*  Budgats  by 
Appropriation,  naeai  Yaar  1993 


Real  Property  Maintenance  and  Other 
Defense  Business  Operations  Fund 
Research,  Development.  Test  and  Evaluation 
Operations  and  Maintenance 
Military  Construction 


The  military  services  fund  similar  environmental  compliance  consixuction 
projects  from  different  ^propriations,  in  part,  because  dod  has  not 
provided  the  services  comprehensive  guidance  on  the  appropriate  funding 
source  for  different  types  of  enviroiunental  projects.  As  a  result,  some 
installations  have  avoided  using  the  military  construction  appropriation  to 
meet  environmental  compliance  schedules  mandated  by  the  regulatory 
agencies  due  to  the  long  lead  times  involved. 

Funding  of  underground  storage  tanks  illustrates  service  differences  in 
funding  environmental  projects.  While  the  other  services  have  requested 
operations  and  maintenance  or  other  funds  for  underground  storage  tank 
projects,  the  Air  Force  has  combined  multiple  underground  storage  tank 
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projects  under  sin^e,  installationwide  construction  projects.  According  to 
Air  Force  officials,  this  strategy  will  result  in  a  more  efficient  program  and 
help  the  installations  conserve  their  declining  operations  and  maintenance 
budgets.  The  Air  Force’s  military  construction  budget  request  to  the 
Congress  for  fiscal  year  1993  uiciuded  $76.27  million  for  undei^ound 
storage  tanks.  In  contrast,  the  other  services  combined  requested  about 
$130  million  for  underground  storage  tank  projects  through  other 
appropriations  but  none  through  military  construction. 

In  another  example  of  funding  differences,  the  Army  Materiel  Command 
has  historically  used  funds  firom  the  un^>ecified  minor  military 
construction  account  for  time  critical  projects,  such  as  for  environmental 
compliance,  costing  fi*om  $300,000  to  $1.5  million.  These  projects  can  also 
be  funded  as  mqjor  construction  imder  the  military  construction 
£q)propriation,  but  when  funded  as  un^edfied  minor  projects  tliey  can 
receive  funding  during  the  same  year  projects  are  identified  because  they 
do  not  require  specific  legislative  action.  Officials  told  us  that  in  recent 
years  the  Command  has  not  received  enough  of  these  funds  to  meet 
requirements.  As  a  result,  projects,  such  as  a  $750,000  environmental 
project  for  a  coal  runoff  detention  pond  at  the  Tobyhanna  Army  Depot, 
have  been  delayed  for  up  to  3  years  awaiting  funding.  Overall,  wtule  the 
Air  Force  requested  $36.3  million  in  m^or  construction  funding  for  40 
specific  projects  costing  $1.5  million  or  less  (15.4  percent  of  its  total  fiscal 
year  1993  military  construction  ^propriation  request  for  environmental 
compliance),  the  Army  and  the  Navy  combined  requested  only  $4.4  million 
for  four  of  these  projects  (3  percent  of  their  total  requests). 

The  impropriations  process  generally  provides  limited  visibility  of 
projects,  including  environmental  construction  and  nonconstruction 
projects,  to  ood  and  the  Congress  during  the  budgeting  process.  Usually, 
only  the  military  construction  budget  process  indudes  detailed  project 
descriptions  and  justifications  for  congressional  review.  In  addition,  dod 
and  the  Congress  have  less  control  over  projects  in  the  operations  and 
maintenance  appropriation  because  while  the  services  review  these 
projects  during  the  budgeting  process,  installations  have  greater  latitude  in 
funding  individual  operations  and  maintenance  projects  included  in  the 
budget  or  reprogramming  these  funds  to  meet  other  needs.  Because  the 
Air  Force  funds  more  of  its  environmental  requirements  fi'om  military 
construction  than  the  other  services,  a  larger  percent£^e  of  the  Air  Force’s 
environmental  compliance  pending  is  subject  to  greater  scrutiny  than  the 
budgets  of  the  other  services  (see  figs.  4,  5, 6,  and  7). 
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Figim  4:  Air  Fbrea’s  FiMal  Ymt  1993 
Budget  for  Envkonmontal  Complianco 
Sut^oct  to  Pro|oet-L»vol  Review 


Subject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 
Not  Subject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 
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Rgur*  5:  Army’s  Rscal  Yssr  1993 
Budgst  for  Environinsntai  Compliance 
Subioet  to  Projeet-Lsvei  Review 


Sobject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 
Not  Subject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 
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Figure  6:  Navy’s  Fiscal  Year  1993 
Budget  for  Environmental  Compliance 
Subieet  to  Profect-ljevel  Review 


OoHara  In  mUHons 


Approprlalion 


Subject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 
Not  Subject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 
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Figui«7:  Th«  SarvicM'  Total  Raeal 
Yaar  1993  Budgata  for  Envlronmantal 
Comptianea  Subiact  to  Protact-Laval 
Ravi^ 


Subject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 
Not  Subject  to  Detailed  Project-Level  Review 


DOD  has  created  an  Environmental  Budgeting  Task  Force  to  develop 
consistent  methods  for  planning,  programming,  and  budgeting 
environmental  funds.  In  establishing  this  task  force,  dod  cited  the 
multitude  of  service  accounts  available  for  environmental  funding  and  the 
difficulty  this  presents  in  measuring  progress  in  addressing  environmental 
concerns. 

Measuring  progress  and  program  results  in  addressing  environmental 
problems  is  essential  for  making  funding  trade-offs  dmtng  the  current 
austere  budget  environment  Even  though  dod’s  environmental  budget  has 
grown  dramatically  over  the  past  few  years,  requirements  continue  to 
exceed  available  funds.  For  example,  although  dod  is  generally  able  to 
fund  projects  to  correct  existing  or  known  future  areas  of  noncompliance, 
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it  has  few  funds  available  to  fund  innovative  programs,  such  as  pollution 
prevention. 

Measuring  progress  requires  ccmsistent  reporting  of  investment  costs  and 
results.  According  to  the  task  force  chairman,  dod  cannot  determine 
investment  costs  because  the  services  do  not  consistently  budget  and 
report  these  costs.  For  example,  the  chairman  told  us  that  some  military 
installations  include  only  investment  costs  in  the  research,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation  appropriation,  while  other  installations  include 
investment  cc^ts  and  normal  installation  operating  costs.  In  addition, 
some  appropriations,  such  as  operations  and  maintenance,  either  exclude 
or  do  not  separately  report  investment  costs  while  the  military 
construction  apprqpriation  is  intended  to  include  only  investmerd:  costs. 
Consequently,  when  the  services  fund  similar  projects,  such  as  the 
underground  storage  tanks  we  discussed  earlier,  using  both  (^rations 
and  maintenance  and  military  construction  appropriations,  investment 
costs  are  not  consistently  reported. 


Recommendation 


Agency  Comments 
and  Our  Evaluation 


We  reconunend  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  devel(^  guidance  to  assist 
the  services  in  consistently  classifying  projects  as  environmental  or  to 
meet  a  mission  or  other  requirement  llus  guidance  should  ^edfy  how 
the  services  will  report  costs  related  to  meeting  environmental 
requirements  for  projects  classified  as  other  than  environmental  and  fix>m 
which  appropriations  the  projects  should  be  funded. 


In  commenting  on  this  report,  dod  generally  agreed  with  our  findings  and 
reconunendation.  However,  dod  did  not  agree  that  its  guidance  for 
dfying  storage  facility  projects  for  hazardous  waste  and  hazardous 
materials  was  unclear  or  that  project  files  did  not  provide  adequate 
documentation  of  project  costs  related  to  environmental  compliance. 

We  agree  that  dod’s  guidance  states  that  only  those  facilities  driven  by 
environmental  law  should  be  classifed  as  environmental  and,  therefore, 
not  all  such  facility  construction  should  be  classified  as  environmentaL 
However,  our  concern  is  that  dod’s  guidance  is  not  comprehensive  and 
does  not  address  key  issues.  As  we  stated  earlier,  the  Air  Force  and  the 
Army  do  not  consider  any  construction  .  f  hazardous  material  storage 
facilities  to  be  environmental,  while  the  Navy  generally  classifies  these 
projects  as  <  ’  .ironmental  compliance. 
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Also,  the  $8.4  million  Air  Force  corrosion  control  project  at  the  Oklahoma 
City  Air  Logistics  Center  illustrates  that  project  files  do  not  always  provide 
adequate  documentation  of  project  costs  related  to  environmental 
compliance,  dod’s  comments  are  addressed  in  the  body  of  this  report 
where  appropriate  and  are  reprinted  in  their  entirety  in  £q)pendix  n. 


Scope  and 
Methodology 


To  obtain  information  on  dod’s  and  the  military  services’  envirorunental 
reqiiirements  and  costs,  we  reviewed  dod  budget  reports  and  budget 
submissions  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994.  This  information  provided  both 
known  and  anticipated  fiiture  costs.  Known  costs  for  fiscal  year  1993  are 
firom  actual  appropriations.  We  obtained  the  services’  anticqiated  future 
costs  through  fiscal  year  1999  firom  their  fiscal  year  1994  budget  requests 
and  dod’s  July  1993  Report  on  Environmental  Compliance.  We 
documented  examples  of  future  requirements  that  have  not  been  totally 
defined  by  reviewing  and  discussing  various  service  cost  studies  with  dod 
officials  to  show  that  known  costs  will  likely  increase. 

To  determine  differences  in  the  services’  processes  for  programming 
environmental  compliance  projects,  we  discussed  these  processes  with 
officials  in  epa’s  Region  DC  and  officials  at  dod.  Air  Force,  Army,  Navy,  and 
Marine  Corps  headquarters  in  the  Washington,  D.C.,  area  and  the  Air 
Force’s  Western  Region  Compliance  Office.  We  also  visited  seven  msyor 
commands  and  11  installations  (see  app.  I)  to  further  discuss  these 
processes  and  to  document  examples  of  differences  by  reviewing  project 
files  and  budget  data.  'These  installations  and  major  commands  had  some 
of  the  largest  fiscal  year  1993  budgets  for  military  construction  related  to 
envirorunental  compliance. 

We  conducted  our  review  between  November  1992  and  July  1993  in 
accordance  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards. 


We  are  providing  copies  of  this  report  to  interested  committees  and 
Members  of  Congress;  the  Secretaries  of  Defense,  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and 
the  Air  Force;  and  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
We  will  also  make  copies  available  to  other  parties  upon  request 
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Please  contact  me  at  (202)  512-8412  if  you  or  your  staff  have  any  questions 
concerning  this  report  M^yor  contributors  to  this  report  are  listed  in 
appendix  m. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Donna  ML  Heivilin,  Director 
Defense  and  NASA  Management  Issues 
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Mgjor  Commands  and  Installations  Visited 

Air  Force 

Pacific  Air  Force  Command,  Hawaii 

Air  Mobility  Command,  Illinois 

Air  Force  Materiel  Command,  Ohio 

Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois 

Wri^t-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio 

Oklahoma  City  Air  Logistics  Center,  Oldahoma 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma 

Army 

Army  Materiel  Command,  Virginia 

Armament,  Munitions  and  Chemical  Command,  Illinois 

U.S.  Army  Pacific  Command,  Hawaii 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii 

Pine  Bluff  Army  Arsenal,  Arkansas 

Navy/Marine  Corps 

Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command,  "Virginia 

Camp  Pendleton  Marine  Corps  Base,  California 

Pacific,  Engmeering  Field  Ehvision,  Hawaii 

Pearl  Harbor  Naval  Complex,  Hawaii 
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Comments  From  the  Department  of  Defense 


THE  DEPUTY  UNDER  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WAaHINOTON.  DC  a0«>l-3000 


AOauwmoH 

Z  6  OCT  ISS 

Mr.  Frank  C.  Conahan 
Assistant  Cooptroller  Ganeral 
National  Sacurlty  and 

International  Affairs  Division 
U.S.  Ganeral  Accounting  Office 
Washington,  O.C.  20548 

Dear  Mr.  Conahan: 

This  is  the  OepartsMnt  of  Defense  (DoD)  response  to  the 
General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  draft  report,  "ENVIRONMENTAL 
COMPLIANCE:  Guidance  Needed  in  PrograieBing  Defense  Construction 
Projects,"  dated  August  23,  1993  (GAO  Code  392747),  OSD  Case 
9470.  The  Department  generally  concurs  with  the  draft  report. 

The  DoD  agrees  that  environsMntal  budgeting  and  accounting 
should  be  standardised  to  the  extent  possible.  Accordingly,  in 
July  1993,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  directed  that 
the  Cosgwnents  identify  funding  required  for  cleanup,  coi^liance, 
conservation,  pollution  prevention,  and  technolcgy.  In  addition, 
budget  exhibits  have  been  revised  to  reflect  that  standardized 
structure  beginning  with  the  FT  1995  budget.  It  should  be 
recognised,  however,  that  considerable  guidance  already  exists, 
and  many  environsMntal  requirements  are  not  appropriate  tjr 
inclusion  in  the  military  construction  appropriation. 

The  Department  is  coomitted  to  full  and  sustained  conpliewce 
with  all  environmental  legal  requirements.  The  DoD  is  committed 
to  strengthening  the  managesMnt  of  environmental  programs  and  is 
doing  so  through  an  Environmental  Security  Review,  which  was  part 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Bottom-Dp  Review  of  DoD  prograsw. 

The  OoO  provides  an  annual  report  to  the  Congress  on 
environsMntal  compliance  funding  and  personnel  requiresMnts  by 
Military  Component.  The  latest  report,  dated  July  6,  1993, 
presented  estimated  requirements  for  fiscal  years  1994-1999. 

The  report  Indicated  that  the  Department  is  developing  a  new 
environaiental  security  strategy  focused  on  cleanup,  compliance, 
conservation,  and  pollution  prevention,  plus  technology. 

The  Report  on  Environmental  Compliance  also  documented  DoD 
implementation  of  the  recoanaendatlons  in  the  1991  DoD  Inspector 
General  report  on  Environmental  Compliance  Assessment  PrograsM. 

The  Military  Components  have  established  extensive 
compliance  assessment  programs,  and  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
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of  Defenae  has  been  taking  action  to  encourage  and  oversee  their 
programs.  Those  actions  include: 

Semiannual  prograsi  reviews. 

Establishment  of  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Deputy  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Compliance) ,  responsible  for 
developing  compliance  policy  and  overseeing  program 
execution. 

Development  of  a  Defenae  Environmental  Corporate 
Information  Manageatent  structure  to  help  analyze  and  omnage 
DoD's  environmental  prograsts. 

Establishment  of  a  Defense  Environsiental  Security  Council, 
comprised  of  policy  level  personnel  to  address  coopliance 
and  financial  Issues. 

"  Revision  of  the  environmental  program  and  budget  guidance 
for  preparation  of  the  FT  1995  budget. 

The  Department  generally  concurs  with  the  GAO  findings 
concerning  likely  increases  in  future  environatental 
reguirements/costs  and  differences  among  the  Conponents  in 
classifying  projects.  However,  considerable  guidance  already  exists 
in  classifying  projects  as  environmental  and  in  programming 
environmental  requirements.  The  Components  analyse  projects 
carefully  and  put  them  in  appropriate  programs  based  on  the 
overriding  guidance  of  the  programs  themselves.  The  budget  process 
provides  appropriate  levels  of  visibility  based  on  the  type  and  size 
of  projects  and  of  recurring  costs.  Projects  that  do  not  produce  a 
complete  and  usable  facility  or  a  complete  and  usable  izprovement  to 
an  existing  facility  and  recurring  siaintenance  projects  are  not 
appropriate  for  the  military  construction  appropriation. 

The  detailed  DoD  conents  on  the  report  findings  and 
recommendation  are  enclosed.  . ie  DoD  aipreciates  the  opportunity  to 
ccemient  on  the  draft  report. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Principal  Assistant  Deputy  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  (Environmental  Security) 

Enclosure 
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Qko  m»n  lapoKT  -  daxid  adoos*  as,  1993 

(GAO  COBB  392747)  090  Ca9B  9470 


sraisB  coMsmocnoa  waojKCxa" 


Nowon  pp.  1-2. 


A: 

Proloctn .  Thn  GAO  reported  that  the  DoD  plana 
to  spend  billions  of  dollars  during  the  next  few  years  to 
ensure  DoO  facilities  coolly  with  environaental  laws  and 
regulations.  The  GAO  observed  that,  to  program  environmental 
compliance  construction  projects,  the  Military  Services  are 
(1)  identifying  (^rations,  eguipntent,  and  facilities  that  are 
or  will  be  out  of  coi^pliance,  (2)  verifying  that  requirements 
are  for  environmental  comipliance,  (3)  prioritising  require¬ 
ments,  and  (4)  budgeting  the  funds.  The  GAO  pointed  out  that 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  directed  the  Services  to  make 
environmental  compliance  and  protection  a  priority  at 
all  levels. 

The  GAO  found  that  the  Services  fund  environmental  projects, 
including  military  construction,  from  various  appropriations — 
depending  on  the  type  and  cost  of  a  project.  The  GAO 
explained  that  the  military  construction  appropriation  fiiads 
projects  over  $300,000.  The  GAO  reported  that  the  process  for 
identifying  construction  needs  and  obtaining  funds  through 
project  completion  is  lengthy,  requiring  from  5  to  6  years — 
and  requires  individual  review  and  approval  by  the  DoD  and 
the  Congress.  The  GAO  also  reported  that  the  process  for 
programming  environmental  construction  using  the  adlitary 
construction  appropriation  is  similar  to  that  for  other 
construction,  except  that  special  justification  is  required 
to  ensure  the  projects  address  a  current  or  known  future 
violation  of  environmental  regulations .  The  GAO  noted  that 
the  process  for  obtaining  funds  for  projects  from  other 
appropriations,  such  as  operations  and  maintenance,  is  often 
much  quicker — possibly  within  a  year  of  identifying  the 
funding  need— because  the  projects  can  be  approved  by  the 
Services  or  lower  commands  and  installations.  <pp.  1-2/GAO 
Draft  Report) 

POD  KESDOIWK:  Concur.  On  October  10,  1989,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  directed  that  the  first  priority  of  the  DoD 
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envlronnontal  policy  nust  bo  to  integrate  and  budget 
environaental  conaiderationa  Into  OoD  activltiea  and 
operatlona,  in  addition  to  laaking  enviromaental  coim>liance  and 
protection  a  priority  at  all  levels.  Since  environaental 
considerations  are  so  pervasive,  they  are  a  part  of  most  DoD 
activities  and  operations,  to  a  greater  or  lesser  degree. 

The  OoD  goal  is  to  instill  an  environaental  ethic  in  all  OoD 
personnel  and  to  achieve  full  and  sustained  coaipllance  with 
all  legal  requirements. 

The  OoD  provides  an  annual  report  to  the  Congress  on 
environaental  compliance  funding  and  personnel  requirements  by 
Military  Component.  The  latest  report,  dated  July  6,  1993, 
presents  estimated  requirements  over  fiscal  years  1994-1999. 
Caag)liance  requireamnts  related  to  cleanup,  base  realignment 
and  closure,  and  chemical  desdlitarization  are  reported  and 
funded  separately. 

Environnwntal  requireamnts  are  Identified  and  reported  in 
accordance  with  nuamrous  laws,  executive  orders,  regulations, 
policies,  and  guidance,  including  Executive  Order  12088, 
"Federal  Coaqpliance  with  Pollution  Control  Standards,”  and 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-106,  "Beporting 
Kequirements  in  Connection  with  the  Prevention,  Control  and 
Abatement  of  Environmental  Pollution  at  Existing  Federal 
Facilities.”  The  projects  are  programmed  in  accordance  with 
Title  10  O.S.  Code,  DoO  guidance  on  submission  of  program  and 
budget  inforaiation,  and  applicable  guidance  of  each  Military 
Caag>onent.  The  DoD  works  to  execute  military  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance,  and  other  programs  under  applicable 
sections  of  Title  10,  and  direction  contained  in  annual 
congressional  authorisation,  appropriation,  and  report 
language. 

The  military  construction  appropriation  is  for  projects 
regardless  of  cost,  not  just  those  over  $300,000.  Operation 
and  maintenance  is  only  for  projects  less  than  $300,000. 
Typically,  military  construction  funds  projects  over  $300,000, 
while  operation  and  maintenance  funds  those  under  $300,000. 

A  military  construction  project  is  a  one-time  effort  intended 
to  produce  a  complete  and  usable  facility  or  iii^rovement  to  an 
existing  facility.  Operation  and  maintenance  typically  funds 
recurring  requirements,  such  as  salaries,  supplies,  and 
services . 

The  GAO  finding  that  the  process  for  obtaining  funds  from 
military  construction  appropriations  is  usually  longer 
<5  to  6  years)  than  for  appropriations  such  as  operation  and 
maintenance  implies  that  the  long  time  period  is  a 
characteristic  of  the  military  construction  aj^ropriation 
process.  While  the  OoD  concurs  the  operation  and  maintenance 
apprt^riations  usually  allow  greater  flexibj lity  and, 
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therefore,  may  be  faster,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
length  of  time  it  often  takes  to  obtain  funding  approval  and 
cmaplete  a  project  may  also  be  attributed  to  the  nature  of 
the  project  rather  than  the  appropriation  in  which  it  is 
funded. 


iSBaBJi:  rmri  nr  mrlrpnipintpi  miiif-nuTT  ~iiri 

|ijM?T  locreeee.  The  GAO  reported  that  Federal,  state,  and 
local  regulatory  reguirestents  for  the  environment  are  becoming 
more  stringent  and  new  requiresmnts  are  expected.  The  GAO 
observed  that  laws,  such  as  the  1990  Amendments  to  the  Clean 
Air  Act,  the  Clean  Hater  Act,  the  Marine  Plastic  Pollution 
Research  and  Control  Act  of  1987,  and  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of 
1990,  present  significant  future  environmental  requirements 
and  costa. 

The  GAO  cited  an  example  where  Tinker  Air  Force  Base  will 
require  either  upgrades  to  treatment  plants  or  projects  to 
tie  into  municipal  treatment  plants  in  order  to  meet  more 
stringent  waste  water  standards  established  in  Oklahoma. 

The  GAO  also  reported  that,  according  to  a  study, 
implementation  of  the  1990  Amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act 
will  increase  the  number  of  regulated  pollutants  when  the 
ii^jlwienting  regulations  are  issued.  The  GAO  concluded  that 
such  new  regulations  are  likely  to  have  a  significant,  cost 
impact  on  DoO  industrial-type  bases.  As  an  exaiqile,  the  GAO 
reported  the  Air  Force  Materiel  Command  expected  future  costs 
of  projects  related  to  meeting  requirements  of  the  Amendments 
to  total  almost  $78  odllion — or  about  36  percent  of  its  total 
odlitary  construction  budget  for  the  period  FY  1994  through 
FY  1999. 

The  GAO  also  concluded  that  a  large  portion  of  future  costs 
will  likely  relate  to  unmet  current  environmental  require¬ 
ments.  The  GAO  cited,  as  an  exasiple,  the  long  difficulty  the 
Mavy  has  had  in  dealing  with  shipboard  wastes  and  meeting  the 
requirements  of  the  1987  Marine  Act.  The  GAO  learned  that  the 
Navy  plans  to  request  an  extension  of  the  cosgiliance  deadline 
on  the  discharge  of  plastics  and  estimates  that  compliance 
with  the  requirement  will  cost  nearly  $900  million.  The  GAO 
concluded  that  total  compliance  costs  could  be  much  higher 
because  the  estimate  includes  only  shipboard  equipment  and 
excludes  costs  associated  with  on  shore  facilities.  (pp.  3- 
4 /GAO  Draft  Report) 

DOO  WB$P<1W8N:  Partially  concur.  The  DoD  agrees  that  future 
DoD  environmental  requiresMnts  are  IDcely  to  increase,  due  to 
new  and  amended  laws  and  regulations  at  the  Federal,  state, 
and  local  levels.  However,  the  Air  Force  Materiel  Coomand 
costs  cited  by  the  GAO  to  comply  with  the  1990  amendnents  to 
the  Clean  Air  Act  are  incorrect.  The  current  Air  Force 
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Materiel  Cosmand  FY  1994-1999  environmental  military 
construction  program  totals  $94  million,  of  which  only 
$5  million  is  for  Clean  Air  Act  projects  (five  percent  of  the 
environmental  military  construction  budget).  While  Clean  Air 
Act  coats  are  expected  to  grow,  future  costs  are  difficult  to 
estisiate  until  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  promulgates 
implementing  regulations,  including  emission  limits  for 
approximately  189  toxic  air  pollutants. 


FlMDlllg  C:  WfirwigaMnant  Bl  rnfilianom  Coats  Are  Incrmaaiag. 

The  GAO  found  that  the  DoD  costs  to  comply  with  environmental 
requirements  have  increased  dramatically  over  the  past  six 
years — rising  from  $5C0  million  in  FY  1987  to  almost 
$2  billion  in  FY  1992.  The  GAO  noted  that  the  DoD  was 
appropriated  $2.51  billion  in  FY  1993  and  requested 
$2.48  billion  for  environmental  compliance  projects  for 
FY  1994.  The  GAO  found  that  about  $382  million  was  designated 
for  environmental  compliance  military  construction  in  FY  1993 
— and  about  $275  million  for  FY  1994.  The  GAO  noted  that  the 
Services  did  not  consistently  track  construction  spending  for 
environmental  compliance  before  FY  1993. 

The  GAO  concluded  that  the  DoD  costs  to  comply  with  future 
environmental  requirements  My  be  even  higher  than  current 
estimates .  The  GAO  explained  that  the  July  1993  DoD  Report  on 
Environmental  Compliance  estimates  the  cost  of  environmental 
compliance  to  be  $13.5  billion,  including  $1.1  billion  for 
military  construction  projects  for  the  six-year  period  through 
FY  1999.  The  GAO  concluded,  however,  that  actual  future  costs 
are  likely  to  be  higher  as  future  requirements  are  defined. 

As  an  example,  the  GAO  pointed  out  that,  for  the  period 
FY  1994  through  FY  1999,  the  Army  estimates  it  will  spend  over 
$700  million,  including  over  $300  million  for  military 
constzruction,  to  comply  with  the  1990  Amenctaents  to  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

The  GAO  concluded  that  the  actual  future  costs  could  also  be 
higher  than  current  estimates  because  recent  DoD  budget 
estimates  for  environmental  coiq>liance  have  been  much  lower 
than  actual  expenditures.  The  GAO  reported,  for  example,  that 
the  Air  Force  budgeted  $100  million  for  compliance  under  the 
operations  and  maintenance  appropriation  in  FY  1991,  but 
actually  spent  $250  million.  The  GAO  reported  that  the  Air 
Force  also  spent  $250  million  for  compliance  in  FY  1992,  which 
was  $60  million  more  than  budgeted.  The  GAO  also  noted  that, 
according  to  the  DoD,  the  current  estimate  for  total 
environmental  compliance  spending  for  FY  1993  is  over 
$500  million  higher  than  was  predicted  in  FY  1992.  (pp.  2-3, 
pp.  4-6/GAO  Draft  Report) 

DOD  REEFOMSE;  Partially  concur.  The  Army  has  programmed 

4 


Page  26 


GAO/NSIAD-94-22  Environmental  Con^liance 


Appendix  II 

CommenU  From  the  Department  of  Defenae 


about  $68  million  for  environmental  military  construction  of 
all  kinds  for  the  FX  1994-1999  period,  not  $300  million  to 
comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  alone. 

As  indicated  in  the  July  1993  DoO  Report  on  Environmental 
Compliance  submitted  to  the  Congress,  estimated  requirements 
represent  program  needs  under  existing  conditions  and  take 
into  account  all  known  and  validated  requirements  under 
existing  applicable  environmental  laws  and  foreseeable 
regulations.  It  is  possible  that  additional  funding 
requirements  will  be  identified  in  future  years,  particularly 
with  the  introduction  of  new  statutory  and  regulatory 
mandates.  There  My  also  be  savings  from  currently  projected 
costs  due  to  management  improvements,  technology  advances,  and 
reductions  to  the  base  structure.  It  should  be  remembered  that 
environmental  compliance  is  complex  and  costly,  and  require¬ 
ments  change  for  various  reasons,  including  (1)  the  large 
number,  size,  and  complexity  of  DoD  facilities  and  operations; 
(2)  increasingly  stringent  laws,  regulations,  and  standards; 
and  (3)  the  large  number  of  regulators  at  the  national,  state, 
and  local  levels,  and  differences  among  host  nations  overseas. 

The  Components  have  developed  the  following  comprehensive 
programs  to  better  identify  and  address  present  and  future 
conpliance  requirements: 

—  Army  Environmental  Compliance  System. 

Navy/Karine  Corps  Environmental  Conpliance 
Evaluation  Program. 

Air  Force  Environmental  Compliance  and 
Assessment  Management  Program. 

Defense  Logistics  Agency  Program  of 
environmental  audits  and  reviews. 


roanw  P;  «tim  Services  Program  Bavisonmetital  Ccwpliaiiee 
CoBStrwctioB  Froieets  Differmatlv.  The  GAO  found  that  the 
Military  Services  use  different  approaches  to  identify 
military  construction  projects  for  environmental  compliance. 
The  GAO  also  found,  however,  that  the  Services  are  developing 
approaches  that  provide  greater  assurance  that  compliance 
needs  are  identified  and  addressed.  As  one  example,  the  GAO 
reported  the  Air  Force  established  three  Regional  Conpliance 
Offices  to  work  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and 
state  regulatory  agencies  to  identify  construction  and  other 
projects  needed  for  environmental  compliance.  The  GAO  also 
cited  the  Air  Force  development  of  several  Service-wide,  top 
down  initiatives  for  environmental  compliance  that  are 
attributable  to  the  regional  compliance  network.  In  addition, 
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I 


the  GAO  reported  tbet  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
is  developing  the  regional  office  abroach  under  Defenae 
Managenent  Review  Decision  920,  intended  to  improve  inter¬ 
service  coordination  to  develop  and  iag>l*aient  consistent 
environmental  programs  for  addressing  areas  of  noncompliance. 

The  GAO  observed  that  effective  environmental  compliance 
assessment  programs,  including  systematic  and  documented 
evaluations  of  environmental  operations  and  practices,  can 
help  installations  identify  compliance  problems.  The  GAO 
cited  a  1991  OoD  Inspector  General  report  that  found  the 
Military  Services  had  not  iag>lemented  the  programs 
consistently  or  effectively — resulting  in  a  lack  of  assurance 
the  true  scope  of  environmental  compliance  problems  have  been 
identified.  (p.  3,  pp.  6-8/GAO  Draft  Report) 

BOO  wmmKMSB  :  Concur.  Subsequent  to  Defense  Management 
Report  Decision  920,  during  the  third  quarter  of  FT  1993,  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  performed  an  Environmental 
Security  Review  which  identified  numerous  initiatives  for 
improving  compliance.  The  DoD  is  developing  a  new 
environmental  security  strategy  focused  on  cleanup, 
coi^>llance,  conservation,  pollution  prevention,  and 
technology.  The  strategy  includes  the  following  objectives: 

—  Improving  the  ability  of  the  DoD  to  identify, 

program,  and  budget  for  requirements,  and  evaluate 
program  execution. 

Improving  environmental  education  and  training. 

Increasing  partnering  with  legislators,  regulators, 
and  the  public. 

—  Emphasizing  pollution  protection  through  source 
reduction  and  more  efficient  material  and  energy 
use. 

The  strategy  will  be  iaq>lemented  by  the  Office  of  the  Deputy 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Enviroiuiental  Security)  through  a 
policy-level  Defense  Environmental  Security  Council  and  its 
coaBd.ttee/board  structure,  beginning  in  FY  1994. 

Appendix  C  to  the  July  1993  DoD  Report  on  Environmental 
Compliance  to  the  Congress  documents  the  DoD  implementation  of 
the  recommendations  in  the  1991  DoD  Inspector  General  report 
on  Environmental  Compliance  Assessment  Programs.  The  Military 
Departments  and  the  Defense  Logistics  Agency  have  established 
extensive  environmental  compliance  assessment  programs.  The 
Office  of  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Environmental 
Security)  has  also  taken  and  plans  several  actions  to 
encourage,  monitor,  and  measure  the  effectiveness  of  those 
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prograata,  including  the  following: 

Biannual  amnagenent  reviews  of  the  Coa^nent's 
Bnvlronamntal  Coaipliance  and  AaaessoMnt  Prograam 
have  been  conducted  since  Deceaber  1991. 

The  Office  of  the  Assistant  Deputy  Under  Secretary 
of  Defense  (Coepliance)  was  established  in  Hay  1993 
to  develop  coa^liance  policy  and  oversee  coepliance 
prograam . 

—  Oevelopaent  of  a  Defense  Environatental  Corporate 
Infommtion  Manageamnt  structure  began  in  Jamuary 
1993  to  help  analyze  and  amnage  DoD's  environamntal 
programs. 

—  An  annual  report  on  environamntal  coopliance, 

provided  to  the  Congress  in  accordance  with  Title  10 
U.S.  Code  270S(b),  Identifies  projected  funding 
levels  and  personnel  for  the  budget  year  and  the 
next  five  fiscal  years. 

—  Establiahaiant  of  a  Defense  Bnvlronamntal  Security 
Council,  coaiprlsed  of  policy  level  personnel  to 
address  coopliance  and  financial  issues,  is  planned 
for  FT  1994. 


roromo  l:  BeKvioe  *n  Paeiect  Cleaeigtesfc*"^ 

imed  te  randine  Ineaeitles.  The  GAO  concluded  that  the 
Services  have  inconsistently  classified  projects  as  either 
environamntal  or  mission-related.  The  GAO  found  that,  while 
OoD  guidance  includes  construction  of  storage  facilities  for 
both  hazardous  siaterial  and  waste  as  environmental,  Amy  and 
Air  Force  guidance  excludes  hazardous  materials  storage 
facilities  as  environamntal.  The  GAO  found  that  the  Navy  has 
no  specific  guidance  on  how  to  classify  the  projects,  but  is 
classifying  both  hazardous  aiaterial  and  waste  projects  as 
environmental  cm^sliance.  The  GAO  further  concluded  that  such 
inconsistencies  can  occur,  in  part,  because  the  DoD  has  not 
issued  comprehensive  guidance  on  how  and  when  to  classify  a 
project  as  an  environmental  coaipliance  requirement.  In 
susmary,  the  GAO  concluded  that,  while  the  DoD  guidance  states 
all  activities  required  by  environmental  law  should  be 
reported  as  environamntal,  only  a  limited  number  of  exaaples 
are  provided  and  the  guideuice  does  not  address  key  issues  such 
as  how  projects  having  both  aiission  related  and  environamntal 
components  should  be  classified. 

The  GAO  found  the  Amy  and  the  Navy  identify  projects  that  are 
to  meet  environmental  compliance  requirements  or. have  signi¬ 
ficant  coaipliance  portions.  The  GAO  also  found,  however,  that 
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neither  the  Any  or  Navy  defines  what  is  "significant" — nor  do 
they  report  and  budget  separately  for  the  portion  of  costs 
related  to  coogsliance.  The  GAO  found  that  the  Air  Force 
identifies  environnental  coi^liance  projects  as  those  with 
related  costa  that  are  at  least  50  percent  of  total  project 
costs,  while  the  Air  Force  budgets  all  such  costs  as 
envirozusental  coapliance. 

The  GAO  concluded  that,  because  environswntal  projects  receive 
high  priority  and  are  generally  funded,  projects  improperly 
classified  as  environmental  could  be  approved  when  they  would 
not  have  been — if  they  had  been  classified  to  meet  a  routine 
mission  need.  The  GAO  also  concluded  that,  conversely,  when 
high  priority  environmental  projects  are  requested  under  lower 
priority  mission  funding,  they  may  not  be  funded.  (p.  3, 
pp.  8-lO/GAO  Draft  Report) 

OOP  PMPOW;  Partially  concur.  The  DoD  guidance,  contai.ied 
in  the  1988  publication  by  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  "Federal  Agency  Pollution  Abatraent  Plan  (0MB  A-106) , 
A  Handbook  for  Onderstanding  the  0MB  A-106  Process,"  includes 
construction  of  hazardous  materials/waste  storage  areas  as 
examples  of  A-106  projects.  Xt  also  states  that  "All 
activities  which  are  required  by  environnental  law  should  be 
recorded  though  the  0MB  A-106  process  and  appropriate  funding 
requests  should  be  submitted  in  the  normal  budget  process." 
Thus,  not  all  such  storage  area  construction  is  environmental, 
but  only  that  driven  by  environmental  law,  and  funding  should 
follow  the  normal  budget  process. 

In  the  military  construction  appropriation,  projects  are 
categorized  as  operations,  training,  maintenance  and 
production,  utilities,  air  or  water  or  noise  pollution 
abatement,  planning  and  design,  etc.  A  project  is  defined  by 
the  predominant  category.  If  a  project  is  required  for  a  non- 
environmental  category,  such  as  maintenance  facilities,  it 
falls  under  the  maintenance  category  in  the  budget  process. 
Although  the  project  could  include  the  latest  environmental 
technology  for  paint  removal,  plating,  parts  cleaning,  etc., 
it  is  listed  as  one  category,  with  possible  impacts  on  other 
categories.  Part  of  the  project  would  not  be  funded  under  the 
military  construction  maintenance  category,  and  other  parts 
under  water  or  air  pollution  abatement.  Project  documentation 
indicates  to  what  extent  projects  are  driven  by  environmental 
1».^» . 

li'  a  wastewater  treatment  plant  is  old  and  worn  out,  it  would 
be  .-eplaced  as  a  utility  project.  If  the  plant  were  replaced 
because  it  no  longer  met  treatment  standards  due  to  new 
legislation,  it  would  be  a  water  pollution  abatement  project. 
Splitting  a  military  construction  project  into  an  operational 
cost  and  an  environmental  cost  in  the  budget  request  could 
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endanger  funding  for  a  complete  and  usable  facility/  which  is 
also  a  legally  mandated  requirement.  It  is  illegal  to 
increment  projects. 

Several  initiatives  of  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Onder 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Environsmntal  Security)  resulting  from 
the  Environmental  Security  Review  should  help  to  increase 
program  oversight  and  to  standardize  environmental  budgeting 
and  accounting.  The  DoD  agrees  that  projects  should  not  be 
identified  as  environmental,  unless  they  are  driven  by 
environmental  laws  or  environamntal  programs,  such  as 
pollution  prevention  or  conservation  of  natural  and  cultural 
resources.  Mhlle  ina^ropriate  classification  of 
environmental  projects  is  possible,  it  has  not  been  a  problem. 
The  Components  analyze  projects  carefully  and  put  them  in 
a^ropriato  programs  based  on  the  overriding  guidance  of  the 
programs  themselves.  The  DoD  intent  and  approach  is  to  comply 
with  legal  requirements  Md  meet  ztission  requirements  within 
program  and  budget  guidance  and  constraints.  (Also  see  the 
DoD  response  to  Finding  0) . 


Proiectm.  The  GAO  found  that  the  total  budget  requests  for 
environmental  compliance  projects  by  the  Military  Services 
were  siadlaz,  but  the  amounts  the  Services  requested  from 
individual  appropriations  varied  widely.  The  GAO  found  that 
the  Air  Force  funds  more  of  its  environmental  coa^liance 
projects  through  the  military  construction  appropriation  than 
do  the  other  Services.  The  GAO  explained  that  the  Air  Force 
gave  particular  emphasis  to  environmental  military 
construction  after  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
reduced  the  FT  1993  budget  subadttals  of  the  Services,  while 
giving  priority  to  certain  projects,  including  environmental. 
The  GAO  fotmd  that  after  the  revised  DoD  guidance  was  issued, 
all  the  Services  increased  their  environmental  military 
construction.  The  GAO  further  found,  however,  that  the  Arsiy 
reported  BK>st  of  its  spending  for  environmental  compliance  in 
the  operations  and  SMintenance  account,  while  the  Navy 
reported  siost  such  spending  coating  from  the  Defense  Business 
Operations  Fund. 

The  GAO  ooncluded  that  the  Services  fund  similar  environmental 
costpliance  construction  projects  from  different  appropria¬ 
tions,  in  part,  because  the  DoD  has  not  provided  the  Services 
comprehensive  guidance  on  the  a^ropriate  funding  source  for 
different  types  of  environmental  projects.  The  GAO  found, 
that  as  a  result,  some  installations  have  avoided  using  the 
military  construction  appropriation  to  meet  environmental 
compliance  schedules  because  of  the  long  lead  times  involved. 
The  GAO  reported  that  the  ftinding  of  underground  storage  tanlcs 
illustrates  the  Service  differences  in  funding  environmental 
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project*.  The  GhO  explained  that,  while  the  other  Service* 
have  raqueated  operations  and  naintenance  or  other  funds  for 
the  tanks,  the  Air  Force  coaibined  multiple  underground  tank 
projects  under  single,  installation-wide  construction 
projects.  The  GAO  noted  that,  according  to  Air  Force 
officials,  such  a  strategy  will  result  in  a  store  efficient 
program  and  help  the  installations  conserve  declining 
operations  and  smintenanca  budgets. 

As  another  example  of  funding  differences,  the  GAO  reported 
the  An^  Kateriel  Coatmand  had  historically  used  funds  from  the 
unspecified  sklnor  military  construction  account  for  time 
critical  projects,  such  as  environatantal  conplianca,  costing 
from  $300,000  to  $1.5  million.  The  GAO  explained  that, 
although  the  projects  can  also  be  funded  under  the  military 
construction  appropriation,  when  funded  as  unspecified 
projects  they  can  receive  funding  during  the  sasm  year  they 
are  identified  because  they  do  not  receive  detailed 
congressional  review  and  approval.  The  GAO  noted  that, 
according  to  Amy  officials,  in  recant  years  the  Coasund  had 
not  received  enough  of  those  funds  to  meet  requiraments — 
resulting  in  project  delays.  The  GAO  found  that,  overall,  the 
Air  Forca  requeatad  $3$. 3  million  for  40  specific  projects 
costing  $1.5  ndllion  or  less—whicb  was  15.4  percent  of  its 
total  FT  1993  military  construction  appropriation  request  for 
environmental  compliance.  On  the  other  hand,  the  GAO  found 
the  Amy  and  Navy  (cosdiined)  requested  only  $4.4  million  for 
four  such  projects — 3  percent  of  their  total  requests,  (p.  3, 
pp.  10-14/GAO  Draft  Report) 

BOO  WMBFC—l;  Partially  concur.  The  location  and  type  of 
facilities  frequently  impacts  bow  the  Coi^Mnents  fund 
projects.  Where  away  underground  storage  tanks  are  co-located 
in  a  fuel  fam  or  around  an  airfield,  it  may  be  more 
appropriate  to  address  the  entire  petroleum-oil-lubricant 
storage  and  delivery  problem  at  on*  time,  and  the  magnitude  of 
the  project  would  alsnst  always  put  it  in  the  military 
construction  appropriation.  Addressing  problems  at  different 
sites  could  logically  be  done  with  smaller  projects,  under 
either  the  military  construction  or  operation  and  maintenance 
appropriation,  depending  on  the  cost  and  timing  of  the 
projects . 

The  GAO  incorrectly  ii^lies  that  unspecified  minor  construc¬ 
tion  between  $300,000  and  $1.5  Bullion  is  not  a  military 
construction  appropriation  and  does  not  receive  Congressional 
review.  Onspecified  siinor  construction  is  a  subaccount  of  the 
military  construction  appropriation.  However,  unlike  major 
construction  projects,  the  DD  Fom  1391  includes  a  luiiq>  sum 
aiDOunt  for  unspecified  minor  construction  projects  and  does 
not  provide  individual  project  details.  Once  appropriated, 
projects  costing  under  $500,000  can  be  carried  out  by  the 
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OewlflW;.  The  GAO  explsined  that  the  appropriations  process 
generally  provides  limited  visibility  of  projects  to  the  DoD 
and  the  Congress  during  the  budgeting  process,  but  usually 
only  the  militairy  construction  budget  process  includes 
detailed  project  descriptions  and  justifications  for 
congressional  cevlev.  in  addition,  the  GAO  pointed  out  that 
the  DoD  and  the  Congress  have  less  control  over  projects  in 
the  operations  and  maintenance  appropriation  because,  while 
the  Services  review  the  projects  during  the  budgeting  process, 
installations  have  greater  latitude  in  funding  individual 
operations  and  maintenance  projects  included  in  the  budget  or 
for  reprogramad.ng  the  funds  to  other  needs.  The  GAO  concluded 
that  a  larger  percentage  of  Air  force  environmental  coag>llance 
spending  is  subject  to  greater  scrutiny,  since  more  of  its 
enviconsMntal  requirements  are  funded  from  military  construe- 
tion  than  the  other  Services. 

The  GAO  acknowledged  that  the  DoD  had  created  an  Environmental 
Budgeting  Task  Force  to  develop  consistent  methods  for 
planning,  programming,  and  budgeting  environmental  funds — 
partly  due  to  the  multitude  of  Service  accounts  available  for 
environmental  funding  and  the  difficulty  that  presents  in 
measuring  progress.  The  GAO  concluded  that  measuring  progress 
and  program  results  is  essential  for  smking  funding  trade¬ 
offs.  The  GAO  also  concluded  that  measuring  progress  requires 
consistent  reporting  of  investment  costs  and  results.  The  GAO 
stated  that  the  Chairman  of  the  Environmental  Budgeting  Task 
Force  said  the  DoD  cannot  detezaiine  investment  costs  because 
the  Services  do  not  consistently  budget  and  report  those 
costs.  Overall,  the  GAO  concluded  that  a  more  consistent 
process  in  the  way  the  Services  identify,  classify,  and  fund 
environmental  compliance  projects  would  help  ensure  that 
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Nowon  p.  17. 


compliance  costa  and  needs  are  properly  identified  and 
prioritized  so  that  the  DoD  and  the  Congress  have  appropriate 
oversight  for  smiting  trade-offs  in  funding  decisions  and  to 
help  prevent  funding  inequities.  (p.  3/  pp.  14-19/GAO 
Draft  Report) 

DOD  IBMPtmsi:  Partially  concur.  The  DoD  environmental 
requirements  are  integrated  into  the  appropriations  process  in 
accord  with  applicable  law  and  guidance.  The  process  provides 
appropriate  levels  of  visibility  for  amjor  construction, 
unspecified  adnor  construction,  ssmller  projects,  and 
recurring  coats. 

Operation  and  maintenance  funded  repair  and  ndnor  construction 
projects  are  not  approved  by  the  Services  prior  to  submission 
of  their  operation  and  swintenance  budgets.  Operation  and 
maintenance  funds  for  such  projects  are  appropriated  each 
fiscal  year  as  a  "Imsp  sum*  to  meet  requirmsents  identified 
and  approved  during  the  fiscal  year  so  that  the  most  critical 
work  is  accoBq>llshed  with  available  funds. 

The  efforts  of  the  Environmental  Budgeting  Task  Force  will 
continue  as  the  recommendations  of  the  Environmental  Security 
Review  are  Implemented.  One  initiative  is  to  clearly  identify 
and  track  measures  of  merit  for  environmental  compliance. 

That  initiative  began  during  the  May  1993  Co^liance  Program 
Reviews  and  will  continue  during  FT  1994. 

In  July  1993,  the  Office  of  Secretary  of  Defense  directed  the 
Components  to  identify  funding  required  in  Cleanup, 

Compliance,  Conservation,  Pollution  Prevention,  and 
Technology.  Budget  exhibits  have  been  revised  to  reflect  that 
structure  for  the  FT  1995  Budget.  The  DoD  is  sioving  to 
standardize  environnmntal  budgeting  and  accounting.  The 
Department's  environsiental  programs  are  intended  to  be  cost- 
effective  and  results-oriented,  regardless  of  funding  sources. 


:am 


BBOaBBBBMkPlOW ;  The  GAO  recomswnded  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  develop  guidance  to  assist  the  Military  Services  in 
consistently  classifying  projects  as  environmental  or  to  meet 
a  mission  or  other  requirement — including  specifying  how  the 
Services  will  report  costs  related  to  meeting  environmental 
requirements  for  projects  classified  as  other  than 
environmental  and  from  which  appropriations  the  projects 
should  be  funded.  (p.  19/GAO  Draft  Report) 

POO  RB8P0II8B;  Partially  concur.  Humerous  documents  already 

12 


Page  34 


GAOMSIAD-94-22  Environniental  C<MmpUance 


Appendix  II 

Commenta  From  the  Department  of  Defense 


provide  guidance  on  consistently  classifying  projects  as 
environmental  or  to  meet  mission  or  other  requirements.  Some 
examples  include  the  following: 

--  Title  10,  O.S.  Code. 

Executive  Order  12088,  "Federal  Compliince  with 
Pollution  Control  Standards . ” 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular  A-106, 
"Reporting  Requirements  in  Connection  with  the 
Prevention,  Control  and  Abatement  of  Environmental 
Pollution  at  Existing  Federal  Facilities." 

Title  40,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations — Protection  of 
the  Environment. 

—  Secretary  of  Defense  Meanrandum  on  "Environmental 
Management  Policy,"  issued  October  1989. 

—  DoD  Directive  5100.50,  "Protection  and  Enhancement 
of  Environmental  Quality." 

—  DoD  Pviblication  "Federal  Agency  Pollution  Abatement 
Plan  (OHB  A-106),  A  Bandbooh  for  Understanding  the 
0MB  A-106  Process." 

In  addition,  in  July  1993,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  directed  the  Components  to  Identify  funding  required 
in  cleanup,  coi^iiance,  conservation,  pollution  prevention, 
and  technology.  Budget  exhibits  have  been  revised  to  reflect 
that  structure  for  the  FT  1995  Budget.  The  DoO  is  moving  to 
standardise  environmental  budgeting  and  accounting. 

As  discussed  in  the  DoD  response  to  Finding  D,  the  DoD  is  also 
developing  a  new  environmental  security  strategy  focused  on 
cleanup,  coBq>liance,  conservation,  pollution  prevention,  and 
technology.  As  the  strategy  is  implemented,  beginning  in 
FT  1993,  the  DoD  will  consider  any  additional  guidance  that 
may  be  indicated  to  ensure  the  best  way  to  achieve  strategy 
objectives . 

Requirements  are  classified  as  environmental  in  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  A-106  reporting  process,  and  military 
construction  projects  are  classified  by  category  in  the  budget 
process.  Project  documentation  indicates  to  what  extent  they 
are  driven  by  environmental  laws  and  programs.  Projects  that 
don't  produce  a  complete  and  usable  facility  or  a  complete  and 
usable  improvement  to  an  existing  facility  and  recurring 
maintenance  projects  are  not  appropriate  for  the  military 
construction  appropriation. 

•  •  *  •  * 
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